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This letter provides comments on the proposed plans for the 1001^1^ $
Area Interim Remedial Actions at the 100-BC-1, 100-DR-1, and 100-41.140

FR-1 Operable dJ.n.its On the Hal?^6rd 'i'i:e. OUY^IIIflfel]ts^^leCt tile i^
aeneral obiective of assuring that actions taken at the 100 Areas

are consistent with the long-term objectives of the Yakama Nation,
---- --in-_aa-rtic.aar; assuring that the actions are protective of human

. -" -=healtY^r _ pia,n,^p,
.
?g- reS1i^ua.t -_3n-jtiry t0- -nainrai--resources , reduce

habitat degradatio:. and leave the area in a condition conducive to
usa e in the future by atr unre°tricted _lull r€storation and general g

- - - 3east- aiiout 100 --year5 -hence.

The proposed plans indicate actions for 24 individual liquid
radioactive waste disposal sites within three different operable

° units at the &iU; v-a.,d iI Reaetor Areas at th^l^anford Site. These
reactor areas are located along the Columbia River. The sites were

--- - -- ChCaen --aS- -ct'kndidateS---for----Inter-im_ Famarlial Maacures through a

nrioritization process whereby the sites with higher risks to human
health- and the environment, evaluated with human health and
ecological risk assessments, were considered for cleanup prior to
the completion of Coinprehensive - Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) activities at each

l- . -.<
l
4
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Of the sites considered high priority by the U.S. Department of
Energy -( DOE) U.S. Environmental Frotection Agency ("i;pA) and the
State of Washington Department of Ecology ( Ecology), some were
delayed for future action due to lack of sufficient
characteri-L-atioTr data arL-d-some-were-elimi-nated-a3-sites for cleanup
(See note 4 below). For additional information, the site selection
pr3cess -i5--detailed-€ully- in the 13C Area Source Operable Unit ^^^
Feasiniiity Study (DOE%RL 94-`1).

The choice of sites by the Department of Energy for these interim
tiG1S 1S not the ioi.uS vi our comments, since these are-..-..C:1141 4li
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interim remedial measures, and future work is to be conducted at
each operable unit under CERCLA.

ARu!P.P.!aryofol2rma]nr-issues -areprnvirlarl below. A detailed set-
of comments is provided in ATTACHMENT A to this letter.

Disoosal of Waste at Hanford Site

The pla-.^.s-propose removal, treatment and disposal as the preferred
alternative for the remediation of most of these waste sites. No

_ action was proposed for three sites and actions will be delayed at
five sites. Contaminated soil would be treated if "appropriate"
(the decision making strategy is not described) and the soil will
be- dispos°ed at either the W=025 Facility or the Environmental
Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF).

--- - - Whiie - vs_ius#^tu-remeQiaLion oi-the-contamination may meet
_- -t}e_goalsof ±he_Yakama _Nation for future use of the site, provided

disturbance of religious sites and revelation of burial sites is
avoided, disposal at the facilities des_crihed-above does not meet
our goals. The Yakama Nation wouldprefer_that_disposal_aites meet
the disposal r-riteriaex.pected of--commerc-ial nuclear ste disposal
facilities--that waste disposal areas support general unrestricted
use 100 years after closure.

2

The Yropasec-Yian-s_aic vcry -general in--nature and do not provide
sutricient inform.atiDn to compare alternatives.- or example,

-------- -- - cleanup schedules, details on temporary waste storage facilities,
waate volume-pro1ections_for-different alternatives, amount of land
area to be impacted, specifics on the nature and extent of residual
contaminants which will be left in place following cleanup, and
mitigation plans for habitat impacts are examples of some of the
information crucial to decisions on remedial alternatives which are
not provided in the subject documents. This information should be
r^ . ^,.^...

3) Limited D; , ion of Specifi c C l eanup anda dc

Missing from the plans are a list -of specifi _-cleanupstandards and
the -methodology- used-ta-derive them. Of particular concern is

-__- _-_whetherthecleanup-goals and action-levels will protect future
native uses of these sites near the river, considering possible
scenarios, including eventual intrusion into the sites.
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4) No Action as a Proposed Alternative for Some Sites

018832

Of all high priority liquid- radioactive waste disposal sites
e aiuated forlnterim Remedial Measures, three will receive no
action, and five will require further investigation prior to
implementing actions. Of the sites which will not be cleaned up,
one of these, the 116-H-4 Pluto Crib, was removed during an earlier
cleanup activity. Another site, the 116-B-12 Seal Pit Crib, does
noL have -suffscient -characterization data to evaluate, yet was
recommended for no action. The third site recommended for no
action poses-a-risk,- according to data from an analogous waste
^;*e
01 l.G .

These "no action" sitesshould be characterized by DOE to assure
that existing contamination levels are at or below the appropriate
cleanup Bta-ndard^s-before proceeding with no action or institutional
controls.

c;
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Yakama Indian Nation

ATTACHMENT AS NOTED:

cc: K. Clarke, DOE/RL
L. McClain, DOE/RL
M. Riveland, WA Ecol.
C. Clarke,-U.S, EPA Reg, in
T. Grumbiy, DOE/EM
T. O'Toole, DOE/EH
Washington Gov. M. Lowry
U. S. Senator P. Murray
DNFSB

-D.-S'herwood,fEPA, Richiand

Management Program
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ATTACHMENT A TO: YIN letter to John Wagoner of August 7, 1995

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED PLANS FOR THE 100 AREAS AT THE HANFORD
QTTL+
.^aar

Documents Reviewed:
(1) Proposed Plan for Interim Remedial Measures at the-100-BC-1
^-=---h, it-° ° -vperarrte urri^ (-w0EfRb-94-99, Rev. 0, Jiine i995 )
(2) Proposed Plan for Interim Remedial Measures at the 100-DR-1
Operable Unit (DOE/RL-94-100, Rev. 0, June 1995)
(3) Proposed Plan for Interim Remedial Measures at the 100-HR-1
Operable Unit (DOE/RL-94-101, Rev. 1, June 1995)

The Proposed Plans are very general. Comments are provided based
on -the--informati-on contai-ned -wi-t.hin-zhe Y+opcsed--p3ans,- ai^v'r7^c'v'er a-- -- --
proper-review--and--comparison--af-aiternatives cannot be conducted
without the details requested herein. It is requested that the

-___ missing details be provided in the Interim Record of Decision, and
that the_EPA be_requested to revise the Community Relations Plan to
allow review and comment on this information by the Yakama Nation

---z-^v^ to completion of design activities and before start of
remedial field work.

The following set of comments pertains to the three proposed plans
--= referenced above. - since the documents differ primarily in location

of chosen waste sites, comments on individual documents will not be
^rev=it^ ^'^fihOice-^f=f,:f^tm- Remedial Measure ( IRa:} sites at

_-t-hls-tlme=ls=nit=aS :Tl_h,^.S1Ti Ijg t]1a}' the sites ar
e
a_ cl e.ancA, _ _ ...,.

up to a standard to support future Yakama Nation uses, that the
- - - - - -actions cause mir.imal -res-idtral injury, and that habitat destruction
--- is IIlinimizea.

nENERAL COMMENTS

1. It is commendable that, in general, the sites are to be cleaned
up to residenhial -standards; however, disposal of the waste at the
Hanford Site in a manner which will prohibit unrestricted use of
the-land by future ganerations is unacceptable. The waste disposal
should meet the performance requirements identified by the Yakama
Nation-ir. the-lettar dated May 9, 1995, from Russell Jim to John

^^ ... ^..^ ..a__,^1 _v„_,
-d 300 AreaWagoner, r^arding the ^^uieiu tvv an 1, 200 BP 1, an

Process Trenches. The Yakama Nation expects that the criteria
coi:ssstenr--with coirmierciai standards --for - low level radioactive
-wast2, which- includes the requirement of-providing for general
{unrestrictedl_usage9f the land and ground water at 100 years from
the closure of waste disposal areas, be applied to disposal
facilities for Wa^jteS at tne Hanford Site.

2. The proposed plans are very general in nature and do not
provide sufficient information to compare alternatives. For
enaLilpIS.l1edules_,4etalison tempol-ary- waste- ^t(^iragc fai.llltle$,

1
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--- ---- -amount.Qfhabitart-dcreagP to__beimpar.ted, and mitigation plans are
examples of some of the information crucial to decisions on
remedial alternatives which are not provided in the subject
docuaients:- --T)-iis-i-nfor-mation- should be provided. Some specific

---- questions include: When is work expected to begin and how long
will waste be stored in a non-compliant facility? Has the
temporary disposal facility been designed to withstand weather and
inadvertent intrusion for an indefinite time frame? At what point
in- time is general intrusion assumed to occur? We consider that

--beyond_500 years past closure is the time when it is reasonable to
assume general intrusion will occur.

__;^^^ :^
= 3a. :̂.,.^^crip}̂ r.Ln of h3w the-esnduct of interim remedial measures

__ __i.«paets -the-- iong---term -clearrt:p -goa3s --f-or -the site should be
__ ---- = Qccomplished.- For -example, -are -high priority-sites not currently

being considered for interim remedial measures being delayed
indefiniteiy';- When and how wiii-these sites be characterized and
evaluated for future action? Specifically, sites 116-B-9, 116-B-

- ^--- l^, ^ b-iiY^ arru trre tAO unnamed deferreti sities at D Area are high
priority sites which were dropped from consideration as IRM
candidates without explanation. Planninq should be conducted for
these sites.

3b. No action was the recommended option for 116-B-12, 116-D-9, and
116-H-4. No action is not an acceptable alternative. It is our
understanding that each of the sites evaluated are high priority
based on results of investigations and on potential impacts to
humanhealthand the_environment. The qualitative risk assessment
shows that the site risks are outside of EPAs acceptable risk
ra-nge:----Furthermore, - "no action" does not meet either of the
threshold criteria ( overall protection, derived from ARARs) or
other evaluation criteria ( long-term effectiveness, reduction qf
-to-xicity, rtttobiYirty, - and-volume ).

3c. The-ii-6-g-3=2 seal Pit Crib-recommendation in the proposed plan
------- is ---- "no action", yet in the focused feasibility study,

"institutiona-l-controls" are- recommended. - This site received a
hazard index based- on data froa an anaiogous site, yet the

focused feasibility states that the site poses no threats. This
site must be characterized to reconcile the conflicting
information. Another_option would be to include this site as an
IRM and characterize it while it is undergoing cleanup.

,f-û_- -m^̂ee =^_^ -^ ^ ^ `°11-9 _ (',^ri_b waŝ.= n„ot ovalua-tc_di= - - ,s--a^-.andZdate ft2r--intcritTi
ac:tion due to no known contamination in the top 15 feet, yet the
risx table states that data is based on analogous waste site, and
the risk has been calculated as greater than one for a non-cancert,^°""a :.,a.. hi c i ^ s ite._n^^_^ :,:^^x. - T..^.. -s-co.-.-fusrng. According to the table, the i

- poses a risk^and- should be oleaned up; ho•,aever -the plan dismisses
the site for purposes of clean up. Actual site-specific data
should-be-obtained--trom -f ield- characterization and the risk levels

- 2
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3e. No action was recommended at the 116-H-4 Crib, due to
-prev^-ousiy conducted removal- -actions. ---Has the site been
characterized to assure remaining contamination levels are below
the _residential--risk levels?----If so, the relevant supporting
information should be presented: if not site=specific information
should be used to guide cleanupactions.

4.-----Please--provi-de- an-estimate of the expected waste volumes
compared to the expected volume reduction by treatment; the acreage
of - land- to be-_impacted by the- -remo'•al-,-- -treatment and disposal
activities, and the area of land to be re-vegetated under the
proposed alternatives.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

5. References (1) and (2), Page 4, Reference (3), Page 3, "SUMMARY
OF SITE RISK"

Provide a more detailed description of the residential scenario
used to calculate the risks. Risk scenarios should include Yakama

---- ---- - Ivatio-n-member usea-0-1-Lhesit.e,-and ?xposure-through food grown on
the iand, or ingestion of plants, fish and wildlife.

6. All References, page 7, 2nd Paragraph of "SCOPE AND ROLE OF
ACTION"

. - ' -^^^^:̂ ^^^rdta^̂eme.3t is i^:Cl1:.a.eC: that "t-i' mitigation plans to
address site-specific ecological and cultural resources will occur
during the remedial design phase". Any impact to ecological and
cultural resources is of great importance to the Yakama Nation. If
any of the proposed actions is known at this time to have
sisnificartt--impaet-f:e su.ch-resources; it should _be - addressed
and be considered in the evaluation of alternatives and the
selection of remedy.

- Impacts to ecological-and-cultural-res9ur_ces should be minimized.
-Also, since thesites lie in traditional Native American wintering
qrounds,a--plan-should be in place to assure burial sites are not
revealed- ancl- cu-ltur-al artifacts are not impacted during the
IillpieIfientaticn of @ieaniip.

Re- .-^ ^ /yy! .y . . k Ĵ ^- ' - dI3d^' T'^8.._ ^?,^e ,-; 'Fclri_ - _^V- l - - FTiJ. GI11^^ ._

REMEDIAL ACTION GOALS"

7a. Since the contaminants of concern are known, documentation
should provide a list of specific clean up goals (action levels) by

---contam-inaIIt, along with the methodology used to derive them. The
list of preliminary remediation goals provided in the focused
feasibility Stiidy- is not based on residential use. Does the

3
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scenario to be used assure that future Native American users of the
site will not be at risk by residual contaminant exposure when
using the site in a traditional manner? Do the cleanup standards
provide adequate- protection of the habitat for native species,
including-f4ods and medicines? Cleanup goals should be protective
of native uses such as hunting, fishing, gathering, and pasturing
iivestock. Answers to these question should be provided.

-°• .
?b. - Provide a bas°is, including references, for the proposed 15
mrem standard for cleanup of radionuclides in the plan.

7c. Discuss the models which will be used to determine if
remaining soil contamination will-impact crround water such that
contamination could exceed Maximum Contaminant Levels under the
Safe Drinking Water Act.

7d. ---The--documents state- that- for -sites--ex-ceeding- 1^ -feet i-m-depth,
the extent of cleanup may be balanced against several risk factors,

------anfl that gublic,eQmments-^a-be reauPsted if_soil exceeding cleanup
yoals are left in place. The Yakama Nation as well as the general
public should be notified and permitted to comment if contamination
remaining in the soil exceeds the cleanup goals.

8_._ _References-(1) and (2), Page 9, Reference (3), Page 8,
- - ----------- -- -----_.^^.;^ap.;se Aiternativ2.

8a. Protection measures for waste that will be stored prior to
disposal should be included: So'rr containsng- -haLardous waste

_---- --_
..l double co-^---'a^_ld==^^- do€^lv ^V ^rn^^:>-incompatrble waste should be

segregated, barriers should be in place to prevent inadvertent
- - - ---==iAtrusiony_anci-runoff--collection--should--he--provided.

ob. The documents state that "Site specific re-vegetation plans
will be developed during remedial design with input from affected

_--_-_-- -sLakeholders". - ThesepianG should be provided as- earl-T as uossible
- .- 1L

pr ior L-_ in the remedial desrgn phase and rilVi to construction.

---- ------- 9.= -A11-referenees, "Remove;Treat/Dispose" Discussion. ( Pages 9 and
10)

Though-the-"Remove/Treat/Dispose" Alternative has been selected for----mo-s-tof the source areas, the decisi.onpoint_at whicll-thechoiceto---- -----
treator r®move--is not 3ef-ined-.- -_Thermal desorption will only be
canducteu- - i€ the---contamir:.at.ion - exceeds the waste acceptance

-- --criteria for the waste disposal facility. In the case where the
eQ il_,.^Qnt^uT:1^e±jt^3?-e2bceeda-_nnly-th9 olYy3n].L n1ea u't7 (Joals, but not

------= the- radiation standards, the waste will be sent to the disposal
faciiity even though it may be possible to fully remediate the soil
andreturnit-to_the_site. The treatmPnt-methods-also do not take- -
into consideration waste reduction by recycling (i.e. pipes may be
decontaminated and_-xeccled as scrap mPta1)

^ --- ----C -------,.

4



°̂'`' i 2360.2558 018832

10. -in the - Evaiuation of -Alternatives section of all -three
proposed-pians, a general statement is made that "ARARs may be
waived in accordance with CERCLA-Section 121". This statement is
true, however the EPA Guidance on preparing Superfund Decision
Document states that ^ an aiternative that cannot comply with ARARS,
or for which a waiver cannot be justified, should not be presented
in the Proposed Plan or Record of Decision". The document further
vtates-±hat -specific -waive-r --shall be requested in the Proposed
Plan. Are waivers being considered? If so, they must be
presented.

11. The general sampling and decision making strategy which will
be us^d to determine if cleanup goais have been met at these IRM
sites should be discussed.

12. Since equipment will be mobilized for these remedial measures,
the -Department of Energy --may---wish- t0 nonside^r performing^^^
environmental investigation of the sites not considered for IRMs at
this time due to lack of information. Such characterization will
provide useful information for planning future cleanup.

It is commendable that the sites proposed for remedial action will
be cleaned up to residential standards and that the majority of
high priority liquid radioactive waste disposal sites will be taken
care of. As- stated previously, disposal of the waste at the

;f^P =as••l^'r•---' 8 ..ut c c-
T^^ a^^^-- db

•-•lC . A-_ dN
lLL ifL i~-- 1_ d0tal•_l - nBAd_ to befid#i. ^ r ^ 1VL34 s

-prcviderl t^ assuI'e -tiiat aLio€i' takea at the site are prateetive of
human health, minimize residual injury to natural resources, and

-- ----- - -------reduce--hab-itatAortraAatinn_...^__.._..^.,...

-The>e deta;?G_ _ have--been - specif1ed---in the comments above, and
inclucie-scbedu:.Lecb- d^tai'_ zOIL temnararv waste storage facilities,
waste volume projections for different alternatives, amount of land
area -to be impacted, and mitigation pians: While the seiection of
IRM sites was not the main focus of this review, both the -Progosed
-Pians and the Focused Feasibility Studies fail to clearly define
the seiection-process and, in some cases, appear to be in conflict
with eash-other.- It-was noted-ln-co:rment 3 that sites which appear
to have a risk were proposed as "no action" sites. No action is
not acceptable to the Yakama Nation at sites where such conflicts
are evident.
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